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INTRODUCTION 


The  San  Francisco  Community  Renewal  Program:  Organization  and  Administra- 

tion for  Renewal  and  Development  report  submitted  in  February,  1964,  recommended 
three  alternatives  to  the  over-all  structure  for  renewal  and  development  in 
San  Francisco.  The  alternatives  were  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Mayor,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  Inter-Agency  Committee  on  Urban 
Renewal  and  other  public  officials  and  interested  citizens'  organizations. 

Each  alternative,  it  was  stated,  is  more  effective  than  the  present 
solutions  for  reasons  made  explicit  in  the  report.  Which  alternative  may 
be  ultimately  selected  would  be  dependent  upon  the  scope  and  scale  of  renewal 
activities  contemplated  for  San  Francisco  by  its  officials.  Adoption  of 
the  first  alternative  would  not  preclude  moving  to  the  second  and  third 
alternatives  at  a later  date,  nor  would  adoption  of  the  second  alternative 
preclude  later  adoption  of  the  third. 

Based  upon  the  background  analysis  for  the  report,  it  was  concluded 
that  to  overcome  the  deficiencies  and  enhance  the  advantages  of  the  organ- 
izational structure  for  development  and  renewal  in  San  Francisco  and  to 
achieve  the  renewal  goals  of  the  City,  any  organizational  changes  should 
be  designed  to  achieve  the  following: 

1.  To  enable  the  Mayor  to  more  effectively  discharge  his  respon- 
sibilities as  the  chief  coordinator  of  planning,  development, 
renewal  and  budgeting. 

2.  To  integrate  the  core  functions  of  renewal  and  development  --  in 
particular,  code  enforcement,  conservation,  rehabilitation,  and 
redevelopment  --  and,  in  turn,  their  coordination  with  the 
development  activities  of  other  departments  and  agencies,  both 
in  and  out  of  municipal  government. 

3.  To  provide  for  a more  effective  planning  function  which  would  be 
concerned  with  social  and  economic  as  well  as  physical  develop- 
ment . 

4.  To  allow  for  the  development  of  functions  and  programs  essential 
to  renewal,  but  now  neglected  in  part  of  entirely,  which  would 
include  a greater  concern  for  economic  growth,  social,  cultural 
and  institutional  development,  and  programs  for  urban  extension 
and  relocation  services. 

5.  To  accomplish  more  effective  programming  of  public  operating 
and  capital  expenditures. 
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6.  To  unify  a program  of  city  development  which  can  serve  as  a start- 
ing point  for  metropolitan  action  and  for  dealing  with  regional, 
state  and  federal  agencies  in  their  programs  affecting  San 
Francisco. 

At  the  time  of  our  report,  we  believed  that  alternatives  I and  II 
would  be  major  steps  toward  achieving  the  above  goals  and  would  be  imple- 
mentable  in  the  immediate  future.  However,  we  believed  that  alternative 
III  was  a more  long-range  proposal  that  would  require  considerable  study 
and  preparation  and  could  be  implemented  only  after  the  City  had  explored 
many  other  fundamental  administrative  questions  which  transcend  questions 
of  renewal  and  development  and  are  therefore  beyond  our  purview.  Consequently, 
alternative  III  was  proposed  in  skeletal  form  without  the  detailing  given 
to  alternatives  I and  II. 

Nevertheless,  subsequent  discussion  of  the  proposals  has  indicated 
considerable  interest  in  the  implications  of  alternative  III  and  we  have 
been  requested  to  provide  this  supplemental  paper  giving  some  expanded 
discussion  of  it.  It  should  be  emphasized,  however,  that  because  of  the  long- 
range  nature  of  alternative  III  and  the  many  parallel  questions  it  raises 
beyond  renewal  and  development  we  have  not  attempted  a complete  exposition 
on  comprehensive  government  reorganization.  To  do  so  would  involve  providing 
some  answers  to  presently  unanswerable  questions  and  dealing  with  many 
issues  beyond  our  terms  of  reference  and  the  scope  of  study.  Therefore, 
this  supplement  simply  expands  on  the  proposal  of  our  earlier  report  and 
continues  to  focus  primarily  on  the  question  of  the  organization  and  adminis- 
tration of  renewal  and  development. 


I o BACKGROUND  OF  PROPOSAL 

The  organization  and  administration  analysis  of  San  Francisco's  planning, 
renewal,  housing  and  code  enforcement  programs  leading  to  the  Organization 
and  Administration  Study  Report  concluded  that: 

1.  the  existing  administrative  structure  for  renewal  and  development 
in  San  Francisco  suffers  from  fractured  responsibility  and  lack 
of  clear-cut  leadership  and 

2.  to  achieve  a successful  development  and  renewal  program,  not 
only  ought  the  functions  of  the  many  municipal  departments  and 
public  agencies  dealing  with  matters  of  renewal  and  development 
be  enlarged  in  scope  and  scale,  but  also  the  work  of  the  agencies 
ought  to  be  closely  integrated. 

Development  and  renewal  in  modern  San  Francisco  have  become  pervasive, 
ongoing  functions  of  fundamental  importance  to  the  welfare  of  the  City. 

The  municipal  government  is  no  longer  solely  concerned  with  the  provision 
of  services,  but  has  assumed  a role  in  guiding  and  stimulating  appropriate 
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changes  in  the  investment  in  and  use  of  space,  economic  growth,  and  social 
welfare  and  development.  Assumption  of  these  functions  by  local  government 
has  been  incremental  over  many  years . Many  American  cities  have  found  it 
necessary  within  the  past  ten  years  to  take  an  overall  accounting  of  their 
activities  and  regroup  functions  which  logically  support  one  another  to 
achieve  a more  economical  and  effective  administration  This  has  been 
especially  true  with  the  more  recently  developed  functions  of  renewal  and 
development  which  have  evolved  largely  in  the  last  thirty  years. 

The  City  Charter  of  San  Francisco  was  prepared  and  adopted  before 
the  functions  of  renewal  and  development  had,  in  many  cases,  even  been 
conceived  and  certainly  before  they  had  assumed  their  present  magnitude. 

The  Charter  of  1932  provides  the  basic  structure  of  government  in  San 
Francisco  and,  due  to  many  subsequent  amendments,  often  details  government 
administration  beyond  reasonable  flexibility.  The  Charter  clearly  reflects 
the  era  in  which  it  was  created.  The  city  manager  form  of  government  had 
reached  the  height  of  its  popularity  and  excesses  of  political  irresponsibility 
had  stimulated  reforms  in  American  municipal  government  to  curtail  the 
power  and  freedom  of  elected  officials.  Hence,  a basic  mistrust  of  municipal 
government  restricted  opportunities  for  responsibly  forceful  political 
leadership  while  at  the  same  time  making  them  answerable  to  the  electorate 
for  the  well-being  of  municipal  activities. 

In  fact,  the  Charter  of  1932  was  a compromise  between  the  framers 
who  desired  a city  manager  form  of  government  and  those  who  desired  a 
strong  mayor.  Both  a city  manager  in  the  person  of  the  Chief  Administrative 
Officer  and  a Mayor  were  established  and  the  convention  decided  by  separate 
votes  what  departments  would  be  the  responsibility  of  each.  The  resultant 
division  of  responsibility  and  imposed  constraint  on  political  leadership 
has  provided  a built-in  fragmentation  of  municipal  functions  which  handicap 
integrated  program  development  and  implementation. 

Perhaps  more  important,  however,  the  Charter  of  1932  did  not  and  could 
not  anticipate  the  nature  of  urban  problems  that  face  the  City  today  and 
will  likely  continue  to  confront  San  Francisco  in  the  years  to  come.  For 
example,  the  core  agencies  of  renewal  and  development  (City  Planning 
Department,  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Housing  Authority)  were  not  created 
until  after  1932.  The  significant  administrative  committees  dealing  with 
budget  and  capital  improvement  allocations  affecting  renewal  and  development 
(Budget  Priority  Committee  and  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee)  were 
not  instituted  until  1960.  The  future  decade  will  continue  to  require  ad- 
ministrative solutions  not  anticipated  by  the  Charter  of  1932. 

In  the  long  run,  a comprehensive  restructuring  of  city  government  will 
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in  all  likelihood  be  necessary.  Therefore,  alternative  III  presents  some 
desirable  principles  underlying  such  a reorganization  and  are  offered  as  a 
guide  for  any  major  charter  revision  which  might  be  undertaken. 

Alternative  III  assumes  that  the  development  and  renewal  function  of 
municipal  government  is  a comprehensive,  permanent  responsibility  of  municipal 
government  equal  in  scope  to  the  operations'  functions.  This  assumes  not  only 
that  municipal  government  will  have  to  continue  to  cope  with  problems  of 
renewal  and  development,  but  the  approach  to  these  problems  will  continue 
to  evolve  along  the  lines  forged  by  the  existing  core  agencies  of  planning, 
housing  and  redevelopment.  Alternative  III  integrates  into  the  governmental 
structure  most  of  the  key  functions  affecting  the  renewal  and  development 
process  and  its  resultant  program. 

This  proposal  also  assumes  that  the  Mayor  should  have  the  means  by 
which  to  provide  responsible  leadership  in  policy  development  and  administrative 
implementation.  This  assumption  is  based  upon  the  necessity  for  a leadership 
focus  to  weld  together  both  public  and  private  activities  in  the  renewal 
and  development  process  and  to  provide  a unified  approach  to  solutions. 

It  is  also  based  on  analysis  which  clearly  indicates  that  the  Mayor  has 
but  a meager  compliment  of  tools  to  affect  development  and  renewal  policies 
for  which  the  electorate  holds  him  responsible. 


II.  ALTERNATIVE  111  - PROPOSAL 


Alternative  III  is  based  on  a general  distinction  of  municipal  functions 
between  those  primarily  concerned  with  operations  and  those  concerned  with 
development.  This  division  is  significant  since  there  are  many  functions 
which  deal  solely  or  primarily  with  the  day-to-day  provision  of  services 
and  operation  of  facilities  while  other  focus  upon  the  long-range  develop- 
mental results  or  impact  of  public  actions  upon  the  growth  of  the  City. 

Alternative  III  establishes  what  is  in  effect  two  city  managers,  an 
Operations  Administrator  and  a Development  and  Renewal  Administrator,  to 
conduct  the  administrative  programs  of  the  City.  The  two  administrators 
would  be  responsive  to  policy  direction  from  the  Mayor,  but  their  appointive 
terms  would  overlap  that  of  the  Mayor.  The  necessity  for  many  of  the 
existing  boards  and  commissions  would  be  eliminated  because  of  the  adminis- 
trative leadership  and  responsibility  of  the  Mayor  and  the  two  administrators. 

The  Operations  Administrator  essentially  would  be  the  present  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  of  San  Francisco,  but  he  would  have  more  departments 
responsible  to  him  than  is  presently  the  case.  All  the  day-to-day  operating 
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functions  of  municipal  government  would  be  under  his  jurisdiction.  Since 
some  departments  serve  both  operating  and  developmental  functions,  as  a 
rule  they  would  be  classified  as  operating  departments.  As  developmental 
functions  become  firmly  established  as  regularized  operations,  they  would 
be  transferred  to  the  Operations  Administrator.  It  would  be  possible 
to  regularly  consider  such  transfers  every  four  years  upon  the  appointment 
or  reappointment  of  Administrators. 

The  Development  and  Renewal  Administrator  would  have  under  his 
jurisdiction  most  of  the  activities  and  functions  dealing  with  growth 
and  change  in  San  Francisco  which  are  now  being  performed  by  agencies 
outside  municipal  government  or  not  being  performed  at  all  These 
functions  would  initially  include  renewal  and  housing,  economic  and 
social  development,  and  property  standards. 

A.  Development  and  Renewal  Administrator 

The  Development  and  Renewal  Administrator  would  assume  the  direction 
and  supervision  of  a variety  of  developmental  functions  and  be  directly 
responsible  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Under  guidance  of 
the  Mayor,  he  would  advise  the  Mayor  on  all  policies  and  programs  dealing 
with  the  development  and  renewal  of  San  Francisco  and  assist  him  in 
developing  city-wide  and  neighborhood  programs  for  economic,  physical, 
social,  transportation  and  housing  development.  In  addition  to  adminis- 
tering those  departments  directly  responsible  to  him,  the  Administrator 
would  speak  for  the  Mayor  in  dealing  with  regional,  state  and  federal 
agencies  and  private  groups  whose  activities  affect  development  and 
renewal  and  he  would  be  responsible  for  making  regular  contacts  with  a 
wide  variety  of  public  and  private  officials  in  program  development  and 
execution. 

The  Administrator  would  be  a member  of  the  Executive  Council*  and 
participate  in  the  determination  of  budget  and  capital  improvement  priorities 
as  they  influence  the  development  and  renewal  of  the  City.  In  addition 
to  having  his  own  staff,  the  Development  and  Renewal  Administrator 
would  initially  have  under  him  the  following  three  departments:  Community 

Renewal  and  Housing;  Economic  and  Social  Development;  and  Property 
Standards . 


* See  Organization  and  Administration  Study  Report,  p 58. 
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B . Department  of  Community  Renewal  and  Housing 

The  Department  of  Community  Renewal  and  Housing  would  essentially 
represent  the  combining  of  most  of  the  present  functions  performed  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Housing  Authority,  It  may  prove  desirable 
initially  to  retain  the  citizens ' boards  individually  or  combined  to  act 
in  an  advisory  capacity  on  policy  development  related  to  the  work  of  the 
Department . 

This  proposal  for  merging  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Housing 
Authority  into  a new  city  department  has  several  advantages  over  the 
current  organization  or  Alternatives  I and  II,  It  eliminates  the  need 
for  either  separate  directors  or  interlocking  appointments  for  an  ad- 
ministrator, This  would  clearly  result  in  a direct  line  of  administration, 
thus  eliminating  a fragmentation  of  responsibilities  and  achieving  a sharper 
focus  upon  the  common  problems  served  by  the  Agency  and  the  Authority, 
certain  economies  in  program  execution  could  be  achieved  as  well  as 
establishing  certain  new  functions  not  now  being  performed. 

The  Department  might  have  a divisional  organization  similar  to  the 
following  as  a mechanism  through  which  coordination  might  be  obtained 
in  the  administration  of  action  programs  for  housing  and  community  renewal: 

1 , Project  Planning  Division 

The  Project  Planning  Division  would  perform  the  detailed 
project  planning  of  specific  renewal  and  housing  projects 
as  scheduled  by  the  administrators ' programming  staff  in 
light  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  long-range 
land  use,  transportation  and  community  facilities  plans. 
Responsibilities  of  this  group  would  be  similar  to  the 
present  work  of  planning  staffs  in  both  the  Agency  and 
the  Authority, 

2 . Low  and  Medium- Cost  Housing  Division 


The  Low  and  Medium-Cost  Housing  Division  would  be  res- 
ponsible for  developing  means  for  serving  a much  broader 
housing  market  than  at  the  present  time.  It  would  be  a 
developer  not  only  of  public  housing,  but  of  new  programs 
designed  to  stimulate  private  actions  to  serve  groups  who 
are  currently  disadvantaged  in  the  housing  market.  Its 
duties  would  include  the  creation  of  non-profit  or  limited 
dividend  organizations  to  undertake  low-cost  housing 
developments  and  to  explore  the  use  of  innovations  in 
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design,  land  use  and  site  planning,  financing,  labor 
relations  and  legal  procedures  affecting  loans  and 
closing  costs  which  would  reduce  the  cost  of  housing 
to  serve  middle- income  households  in  San  Francisco. 

3 . Redevelopment  Division 


The  Redevelopment  Division  would  perform  the  res- 
ponsibilities associated  with  the  acquisition, 
clearance  and  resale  of  land  in  redevelopment  projects 
as  presently  administered  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
In  addition,  it  would  work  with  the  Economic  and 
Social  Development  Department  on  projects  relating 
to  industrial  and  institutional  development. 

4 . Rehabilitation  and  Conservation  Division 


The  Rehabilitation  and  Conservation  Division  would  be 
responsible  for  developing  and  executing  programs, 
both  federally  and  non- federally  assisted,  designed 
to  generate  voluntary  improvement  of  physical  property 
through  such  mechanisms  as  the  provision  of  financial 
advice  and  assistance,  improving  the  flow  of  private 
credit  or  establishing  a revolving  home  loan  fund 
available  to  property  owners  closed  from  the  normal 
markets.  It  would  seek  a means  for  obtaining  high 
quality  rehabilitation  in  the  community,  including 
the  provision  of  basic  architectural  assistance  to 
home  owners  preparing  to  make  fundamental  improvements . 


C . Department  of  Economic  and  Social  Development  and  Renewal 

The  Department  of  Economic  and  Social  Development  and  Renewal  would  be 
primarily  concerned  with  the  continuing  prosperity  and  livability  of  San 
Francisco  as  related  to  economic  growth  and  social  development  and  change. 
Its  duties  would  be  primarily  new  duties  not  now  performed  by  anyone  or 
any  department  in  municipal  government.  The  Department  would  establish  a 
separate  administrative  department  responsible  to  the  administrator  to 
perform  the  embryonic  functions  of  economic,  social  and  cultural  develop- 
ment which  would  be  performed  by  a small  staff  in  the  office  of  the 
Development  and  Renewal  Administrator  under  Alternative  II.  The  Department 
might  have  three  divisions  whose  functions  would  be  as  follows: 

1 . Division  of  Economic  Development 

The  Division  of  Economic  Development  would  be  new  to  the 
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City's  municipal  structure.  Its  fundamental  respon- 
sibility would  be  to  provide  a continual  diagnosis 
of  San  Francisco's  economy  to  uncover  areas  of  weakness 
that  might  be  strengthened  and  to  identify  areas  of 
opportunity  that  might  be  exploited.  The  Division 
would  advise  the  Development  and  Renewal  Administrator 
and  through  him,  the  Mayor,  of  its  findings  and  prepare 
recommendations  for  action  to  correct  or  exploit 
economic  situations  that  could  stimulate  economic 
growth.  Areas  of  analysis  and  recommendations  would 
include  problems  as  detailed  in  the  earlier  report. 

2 . Division  of  Institutional  and  Cultural  Facilities 


This  Division  would  seek  to  unify  the  development  of 
cultural  and  institutional  facilities  in  San  Francisco. 
It  would  not  be  concerned  with  the  administration  of 
existing  facilities,  but  rather  a unification  of  ob- 
jectives for  the  planning  and  expansion  of  new  institu- 
tional and  cultural  developments.  Its  scope  of  concern 
would  include  the  following  types  of  facilities:  his- 

toric and  exhibition;  music  and  art  performance  or 
display;  higher  education  and  professional  schools; 
hospitals  and  medical  centers;  research  institutions; 
convention  and  tourism  facilities. 

3 . Relocation  and  Neighborhood  Development  Division 

The  Division  of  Relocation  and  Neighborhood  Develop- 
ment would  include  an  existing  function  presently 
administered  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  namely, 
relocation,  and  some  new  functions  related  to  neighbor- 
hood development.  The  objective  of  this  division 
would  be  to  bring  the  schools,  government  departments, 
health  and  welfare  agencies,  and  other  resources  of 
the  city  into  a working  relationship  with  the  city's 
neighborhoods.  The  underlying  aim  of  the  division 
would  be  to  help  people  to  assume  responsibility 
for  themselves  and  to  assure  that  the  residents  of 
the  city  fully  utilize  the  urban  resources  available 
to  them,  and  to  contribute  fully  to  the  resources  of 
the  city.  With  respect  to  relocation,  the  division 
would  aim  to  assist  displaced  families  and  small 
businesses  for  whatever  reasons  (redevelopment,  code 
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enf orcement , public  works,  public  disaster),  to  find 
an  equivalent  or  better  location  within  San  Francisco. 

The  staff  would  be  identical  to  that  of  the  central 
family  referral  service  of  the  present  redevelopment 
agency  and  it  would  work  closely  with  the  city's 
health  and  welfare  agencies,  as  well  as  with  the 
department  of  building  and  zoning. 

The  functions  of  neighborhood  development  could  in- 
clude the  coordination  and  planning  of  health  education 
and  welfare  services  to  assist  in  the  development  of 
individual  and  social  responsibilities  in  selected 
areas  of  San  Francisco.  Such  an  urban  extension  pro- 
gram would  work  directly  with  family  neighborhoods 
to  assist  and  raise  the  levels  of  urban  life  skills, 
provide  homemaking  education,  and  form  neighborhood 
organizations  to  increase  living  standards  within  the 
neighborhood.  It  would  also  work  with  related  agencies 
in  city  departments  in  raising  the  standards  of  com- 
munity facilities  in  such  areas. 

D . Department  of  Planning 

City  planning  is  essentially  a long-range  function  and  is  intended  to 
look  at  the  long-range  development  and  growth  of  the  City.  For  this  reason, 
planning  would  not  be  part  of  the  development  administrator's  office,  nor 
subsumed  under  the  responsibility  of  the  operations  administrator,  but 
would  serve  the  executive  branch  of  municipal  government  in  formulating 
long-range  policy  which  would  affect  both  operations  and  development 
activities . 

Planning  should  be  a separate  function  of  government  for  another 
important  reason  which  relates  to  the  role  of  the  planning  commission 
itself.  Traditionally  in  San  Francisco,  the  planning  commission  has 
enjoyed  a direct  link  with  the  community  at  large  through  citizen  partici- 
pation on  the  commission  itself  to  guide  and  direct  overall  policy  ob- 
jectives. The  citizens  commission  serves  a very  important  role  in  both 
relating  planning  activities  to  the  community  and  in  representing  community 
objectives  in  developing  commission  policy. 

Although  some  of  the  activities  under  the  development  administrator 
seem  to  overlap  those  of  the  planning  commission  and  its  department,  the 
essential  distinction  between  the  two  is  that  the  development  administrator 
would  be  primarily  concerned  with  detailed  programming  and  administration 
of  oriented  programs  to  implement  long-range  development  planning,  while 


Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc. 


-10- 


the  planning  department  would  be  primarily  concerned  with  formulating 
development  objectives,  land-use  planning  and  capital  programming. 

Further,  the  planning  department  would  play  another  important  role 
which  is  only  partly  done  at  the  present  time  under  its  Charter  responsi- 
bilities regarding  the  capital  improvement  program.  This  would  be  assistance 
in  the  preparation  of  a financial  plan  for  the  city  in  association  with 
the  executive  council,  referred  to  on  page  58  of  the  Organization  and 
Administration  Study  report.  The  financial  plan  would  necessarily  be 
required  to  relate  to  the  implementation  of  development  objectives  and 
the  long-range  land-use  plan.  The  financial  plan  would  not  only  include 
the  capital  program,  now  a regular  function  of  the  department,  but  would 
also  establish  an  operating  budget  indicating  the  revenues  and  expenditures 
for  the  first  year  of  the  five  year  capital  budget  under  criteria  and 
priorities  of  the  long-range  plan  and  strategy.  This  would  require  more 
than  judgment  as  to  whether  the  location  of  a capital  improvement  were 
in  conformance  with  the  master  plan.  It  would  require  a development 
strategy  with  detailed  decision  criteria  applicable  to  development  and 
renewal  expenditures , 

As  indicated  earlier,  the  development  administrator  would  also  serve 
as  the  chairman  of  the  planning  commission.  This  joint  responsibility 
would  serve  to  link  his  action  oriented  programs  with  overall  development 
strategy  and  financial  programming.  In  sum,  the  development  administrator 
would  provide  leadership  for  the  planning  commission  in  the  framing  of 
long-range  development  strategy  while  the  work  of  his  staff  would  be  to 
implement  that  strategy  through  project  development  and  execution. 

The  departments  under  the  operations  administrator  would  be  affected 
only  in  so  far  as  their  operations  had  implications  for  renewal  and  future 
development . 
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